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- ABSTRACT

The Comprehens1ve Early .Childhood Education Network (CECEN),
tstabllshed in 1971, had three main components: (1) information-
dissemination at the district level (2) district trainjing plans
for parents, teachers and administrators, and (3) mon1toring
"reports from each -district on the effectiveness of 1its actvities.

A f0urth component, the provision of special spee€ch and hearing -
services to pre-school children, was added in 1972: This report'u
provides end-of~year, l974 75, 'status information on ‘the program

as regards the general enablihg objectives the obJectives for.

each component, and end-of- year surveys of. the Network’ Resource

Teachers and Program Manager. o

® The general enabling objectives of the program were met.

%various planning documents were submitted and committee meetings
.were held which constituted evidence of attainment.
. . I}

rs
i
»Specific Obectives by Compone

t .

.‘ In reviewing District Dissemination Plans it appeared'that <~ .
several District Advisory Councils (DAC's) concurred on some

effective methods of publicizing information about early child-

! hood education and about the program. These methods were
effectively implembnted by the districts.

T ‘ 3 I

Many districts used workshops to provide parents with in-

" formation and training to help their children at home. In ten
__~._e&—the—tweive—sthvvrs—visfted—there-was—generally—good—p&re&eT———~’~—”
attendance at training sessions.

c.- . " S~ . -
P - ~ - :

.

‘

Parent - classroom volunteers appeared regularly in six of 4
the twelve &chools. For those parents who participated in this o
activity the results appeared to be beneficial to the.parent 0
and the school. ' .

PR .

) -~
.
.

‘Acéording to. the Monitorlng ‘Reports parents were affected
positlvely by training ‘in the program, and thelr own awareness

o about early childhood education information increased.
‘ ’ .

p— 4 -
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~ ¢

According- to the Program Manager of the Speech and Hearing
Clinic the. objectives were all met. From documents submitted
and also according ‘to interviews with staff and parentsythe pro- -
gram was beneficial to the children ®nd parents it slerved.

L




Network Resource Teachers and the Program Manager stated in
interviews that parents gained considerable skills and became
more comfortgble in schools as a resuylt of the program. They
also indicated that due to the. program, there were more parents

in schools, and that schools werequsitively affected by parent
participation. : '

. * . ? A(/ S—- . .
CECEN in 1974-1975 met its general and component objectives

in almost every respect. Due to'-increased 1eVe¥% o%-parent and
staff experience, not only the DAC's, but CECEN staff as well

were able to transact operations, more effectively. Even without
funding {éxt year, it is expected, that there will be some schools :
continwgﬁg'the program‘oﬁQQheir own to continue .the kindiof h\\~
parent participation they have found beneficial to .the #chool

and community. ) . : ‘
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THE
d ) COMPREHENSIVE
EARLY CHILDHOOD- EDUCATION
NETWORK. -

1974-75

INTRODUCTION-

-

-

A. Program Description

}hemCompreh sive Early Childhood Education Network (CECEN)
\

- ' \ .
began July 1, 1971, with funding from the United States Office of

Education (Title III of E. S E.A.).  CECEN was to mmrk within ex-

4

isting programs and progects in early childhood»education in
Phlladelphia and to increase” acceptiance and use of greater staff,\
parental i?d community participaticn in early childhood educxtion.

A Speech and Hearing Component was attached to the program after

its original formulation, - o - o X

. . - Q - P
N —_ ; - . : ’ RN
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4

. ~The.program had three ﬁein compone?te: (1) Inferﬁation

diése@idation at the district level to 'make parents, teachers
: v * .

and other staff and community membérs more aware of information

’
.

and resoutces in early childhood education (2) A trairlng plan

for parents, teechers and administrators develdped hy each dis—

} - ~
trict 1in order to make better use of the informatinn that was. (ﬂ

disseminated (3) So that th} effectiveness of the district’

infprmation'and training plans. would be documentéd, a ﬁonitoring

report\frOm eaeh'district reviewed the program activities in the
district. C .
L }

.-
- ’ s

'

A goal of the program was that from involvement in these .
. e ' -
different program functions, parents and community members. should -

-

Ll

/. ‘e
B . ~
v .
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. be able to: '(1) identify alternative teaching approaches in early
éhi}dhood education,_ (2) help make the existing programs relevant

to the needs of their particular school and community, (3) in-
preése their, participation in schools and classrooms as volunteers,

© (4) develnp_ effective methods to promote. additiomal parernt support

of and.infiuence on early childhood programs.

1 - ’ . '
i M s

CECEN was involved in all of the eiéht public school districts

. ‘and in the parochial schools. The‘péerall project had aweiﬁy-wide

t

‘Early Childhood"Advisory Council (CECAC) comprised of the parent
. chairpersons of local District Advisory. Councils (DAC's). The
. ) i . :
\ .

DAC's worked with their'respective District Superintendents:

(1) in deVgloping and implementing a District Dissemination Plan

?

~

through which word about the program was .conveyed to both target
i . s

- . t ] .
schools and' the district, and (2) in writing«and approving tar-

gét school—training—plans—to—provide~professional-training in those
, .

séhools. ' o o .
- .. i “. - o f : ) * . 's A \.
B.L Planned’ Evaluation o

1 o .

. ! o
A fu%l-;ime evaluator worked on this yearfs,evaluﬁtion

] -

\ N «

according to a design developed in conjunction with the Pgogrém

Manager and the Managef of the Early Childhood. Evaluation Unit.
. ) g i . A '

[ L ! ' /
<«

. L d ‘ )
“ ' The evaluator sclected twelve schools (eight public, four

.

. . [ 3 " .
pérochial) for in-dgpth-observation. They were selected as a’
- stratified random sample among the targét schools -(one
. \ o . . ) . . .
school for each public district,and one parochial schodl for each

. . nf\FaQi\iiﬁfing‘levels). For evaluation purposes, emphasis was
- . o y - * 5

.

placed. on training sessions, c{%ssroom‘observations and interviews _

- 4 §

‘nf participants. ‘ ’ 6




‘n - In February, 1975 the Program Evaluator prepared an Interim
x~ﬁort reflecting the implementation of the entire program and

lanned activities.
* 3
A \ ¢
The final report was planned to cover the programs conducted -
. . 14 .

v

by the twelve‘achools chosen for in-depth eﬁaiuatiom, the evalua-

-~

tion réports prepared by each of‘the eighty-five .schools involved

in the program, the program objectives, diSQriét monitoring re-

2

ports, and ‘interviews conducted both of participants in the twelve
schools and of the Network Resource Teachers and the Program -
Manager. : o L - R
. A ' N
«The body of the report erl’be li-rided into.-the following

sections: 1I. General Enabling Objectives, 1II. Specifid Program

' 1

Cbmponents, III.“The ‘Pre-School Sﬁeech and Hearing Program,

1V, Interviews with Network Resource Teachers and the Program

N |
‘

Manager, V. Summary and’ Conclusiops.
\\ ' ! '
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(. GENERAL ENABLING OBJECTIVES FOR CECEN

.The folléwing presents program objectives and indications
of the extent to which they were attained.
1. The City-wide Early Childhood Advisory Committee (CéCAC)
| will meet six times during the 1974-75 school year, wigh
‘ other meetings scheduled as necessary. At thosefreghiar
' meetin&s; rgporgs froﬁ each District Advisofy Council
& ’ and grom the Prog;am Director‘will be made. Minutestof

these meetings will serve to verify fulfillment of this o

objectiyé.§

~

These meetings have been held according to schedule.
'Meetings were‘held October 4, November 1, December 6,

January 3; February 7, March 14,‘April 11, and on Miysllh

for a total of eight. The minutes indicated that each
f =

DAC and the program manager reported at these meetings.%

|

’

2. The CECAC will review the Diftyict Dissemination Plans

> -

(DDP) proddced by each school district by October, 1, 1975
. . . - hd T . i

to' ascertain whether they fulfill the requirement‘set‘by
“'*g}. _ thé’gran;;guidelinés. Minutes of these review meetings
will serve to verify the fulfillment of this objective,

Thi's was done according to the CECAC minutes; all

DDP's ‘were approved at the October 5; CECAC meeting.

¢ i
1

3. The CECAC will review the District Traibing Plans'pre-
3 : pared by'fach in%iiiggal school district by October 26,ﬂ¥$
\ © to ascertain whether they fulfill the requirements set by

, the grant guidelines. _Minptes of thesewfevigw meetings

will serve to verify the fulfiliment of this objective.

Py

A : R - A e
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+This was done on time by some of the schools. The rest |

fulfilled the objective,in November, 197&:: ' _ Y

A 'ihe.Execotine Ditector of Early Childhoon Programs wizl attend «
the six regulay meetings of ohe CECAC gnring?the;school year
'19?4—75.b E}aminatioﬁ‘of his calendar oy,the'evaluator yill\

-

. serve to verify‘iulfillment of this objective.
1] ‘

. _  The Executtve 3}{22:0: of Early Childhood'Programs attended
four of the regular meetings of the CECAé during the school year )

1974-75. . . - o . 'V

i . .

-

5. 'The Program Manager s responsible for supqiviSion of the Network,

Re'source Teachers (NRT's). We will work with these staff mem-
) s . o0 . ]

bers at the District .and Central levels. He will be reSponsible

for informing CECAC the NRT}s the DAC 8 and other persons and

1

groups working in and wéth the program of useful and necesoary

'informaﬂion for their operations. He will pe reSponsible for

©

coordinating the work ‘of “the DAC'S} the NRT's, andvthe DieFrict
Superintendent with reepect to the CECEN program. 'He will re-
ceive reports fromAth,§taff ae neéded,‘meeting‘with_them on a
weekly basis, hegwill report to the‘DAC'Q as needed and to

the CECAC at its regular meetings. ‘Minutes o; CECAC-and DAC

meetings, questionnaireS'to'the DAC's, the NRT'sg, and the
* ' L]
' Distrlct Superintendents, and the evaluator's attendance ‘at

B

and observation of some staff méetings will serve to verify )

ufulfillment of this obgective. -




"

This has been done. The Prcogram Manager has met with

i f

ks

the NRT's on Friddys for staff development. He has

-

"reported to the DAC's as needed, and atf@nded and re-

: . : ¢ \
ported at all CECAC meetings. He also received reports

from them at these meetings. The evaluator, has also

s
’

attended these meetings. .

'

6. The Program Director must adhere=to the Inter~system 2N
: o agregﬁent and federal guidelines which provide:
1. for 25% of all services to be allotted to the

Parochial School System. o SR

~

2 for 20% of all services to be directed toﬁard
3 ’ . ¢

special eductiqn needs.

The Program Manager wrote the following report (Table !

whigh verified that this objective was met. :

’
. ~

(WY
<




TABLE A

. : ¢
Amouvats of CECEN Funds Spent. by Each Public School District and
the Philadelphia‘Parochial School System Both Totally and for

Specilal Education - . .o .
'LISTRICT | TOTAL AMOUNT " AMOUNT SPENT ON - SPECIAL EDUCATTON
§ SPENT ~ SPECIAL EDUCATION % OF TOTAL
(N , "
A 8,206 2,602 ¢ 32
. B 7,064 . " s 1,602 \ IR
~C 7,365 ' 1,218 L
D 8,110 ' . 1,675 . 21
E 5,940 1,946 : , 33
F 5,535 . . 2,159 39
G 6,548 . - 1,335 20
H 4,992 1,447 29
Public ' _— , : ' S
Total - f 53760 . _ 13,984 = .26 i
Parochial \ - 7 “Agl . | 3
Total 37,931 ,6p2 ’ 23 ,-:
: = + : !
Grand . o v |
Total 91,691 ) 22,646 , 25 “
NOCE: X ‘ N . . \

Parochial Schogls received $37.9 thousand inbdireccj
paymeng $24;800 in.séfvices f£5m bECEN bersoanel (manager,-
evaluator, secretariai Pre-~ School Speech and Hearing and '
NRT's) a §5. 9 thousand charge for fringe benefits and §2.8
thousand for materials, supplies, etc. Total amount for the.
ten parochial schoois was $71,400.  The:toQaI for EECEN

‘was $282,700; therefore the total-parochial sqhool éhare:

was 257%. .

e o T . l“‘ . -




7.

8.

The .Program Manager must meet regularly with:.the Executive
} ) ' .

Director of Early Childhood Programs and with an official
to he designated by the Parochial School System. Examination

of the Prngrum Manuger's calendar by the evaluator will serve
to verify fulfillment of this objective. .

The Prqgram Manager met with the Executive Director-of Ear}]

Childhood Programs on a weekly basis and conferred with the par-

ochialischool system's liaison to the'program on an average of
once every two weeks.
The Program Manager must have included -the DAC's in the planning

/

process for the writing of the continuation grant unless the
»

’

due date o0f that, proposal is moved forward with 1ess than six

\weeks notice. The obJectlve will have been met if CECAC minutes

.

Show that at a CECAC meeting held prior to April 15, 1975 each

DAC is given an opportunitv to demonstrate the manngr in which
it wou1d~1ike.taihaveﬂtna nrogram changed. ‘ '

'‘This was done.

T

The Program Manager must attend at least. two 1oca1'ﬁeetings
* - &
F 4

of- each District Advisory Council, = Examination of the Program

Manager's calendar'by the evaluator will serve to verify ful-“.

fillment of thls objective.z y
The™ Program Manager attended all of the pa*ochia] DAC

AN
meetings, and at 1easé\two local DAC meetings in each public e
. \
school district, except in one’ district where he attended _only on

~
o

The NRT w;il work with the‘District Superirntendent and- the

» ‘

District Advisory Council (DAC) in the distriet to wnicﬁ she i

12



11.

-12.

T e

[}

-

13.

is assigned to formulate a District Disienination Plan (DDP).

’

This plan will-be submitted to the CECAC by October 1, 1974.

1t will be cbrrected'in_accqrdance with the CECAC review and in
frnal form by November 2, .1974.. Receipt of the DDP's by theé

~

'appointed dates'by the eualuator'Will sérve to-verify fule

lfilIment of this dbjective; ) - -'; !

s

- . N . . . \

AS noted above (see number 2), this occurred.

.

e ~

o .
"The NRT will dssist the\aforementioned in the ikplementation

.of tHat p%an to- the extenm of two days per week At 1east
202,of hﬁg efforts will b; in the area of Special Education.
Examiqation of the NRT's schedules and the DDP's by the
eva;uator will be the basis’for assessnent of this objective.

Examination of the DDP's and af the NRT's schedules

reyealed hat this objective was met. _ ' L o

'

Tﬁe evaluator will assist the Districts in writing behavioral
obJectives for their DDP 8 and District Training Plans (DTP s)
The appearance of these objectives %9 the final form of the
plans (which are respectively due November, 1974 and December;'i
1974) will serve to verify fulfillment of this objective.

As noted above, (see number 3), this occurred
The NRT's will asgist the DAC and the District Superintendent
with the implementation of t;e District Training Plan (DTP)

to the ekteng of the aforementioned two days per week. At

least 20% of her efforts will be in the'area of Special(Ed—

ucation, Examination of the NRT s schedul 8 and the DTP's

"113 | ) . | . (

e



A ~ - .. . '//

by the evaluator will be the basis for the assessment df this

1) '

obJective

.
.

e Examination of the DTP's and the NRT's schedulcs revealed

P

that thls objective ‘was met in 1974 75. et "[’

. ‘ \ :
14. The évaluAtor will assist the Districts in writing behavioral

objedtives for ,their DDP's and DTP' s. The appearance of these

QbJectives in the final form of the plans (which are resaﬁytively

due November 2, 19%4 and December 7 1974) will servé};o verify

fulﬁillment of this objective.

/
/

; : ) - . ) ~ 4 '
<, As noted earlier, these plans were done on schedule

'(see numbers 2 and 35. >

. +
*
‘

15. The evaluatd& will submit an interim report by February l; 1975,

Avai]ability of this on the dissemination date Marcb 1, 1975

-~ will serve to verify fulfillment of this objective. .. AN

This was done (see' Atkins, 1975).
. ,

16. Thq eyaluator will submit a final report by August 1, 1975

Availability of this on the dissemination date (Sep*ember

3y 1975) wilil ‘serve to yerify fulfillment of this obJective.

\ - This report fulfills that objective. ' y
’ ‘.(J ‘ ‘.. "“
% - -. '
‘ B
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II. SPECIFIC PROGRAM COMPONENTS S : /

L]

A. Information Dissemiﬁation

v

' The program met most of the objectives of the

-

) S d{ssemiﬁation plans and it also managed to disseminate

d considerable amount of informatio?. One of the most

effeetive dissemination vehicles was the training com-

v ppﬁenththrough which guest speakers were tnvited to

‘discuse new informaticn about early childhood education

“with parents and teachers. "The District Advisory

..Councils also invited guest speakers to perfone this

v func ion. o . 4

+

Eight districts and the parochial schools listed

i > ‘
) and met the following four major objectives.
. . A} . !
(a) Newsletters - planned and issued by five
@ districts. - - . A
' t v .
¢ (b) Conferences at the district level - planned

and held by the parochial school and ‘six
public schooladistjicts.

[~
(c) News articles ‘were submitted to school or ; \
local papers by three districts instead of 3
five as planned...

(d) Three districts kept the Home and School
Association informed about the ‘program as
planned.

B. Training ' . : (f\\~
ue

District plans submitted by all eight districts and

tﬁe parchial schools included: scheduling training

sessions, workshops or visitsj and incorporating ideas
B , {

 learnmed from training into classroom functioning. fTyelve

‘schools were selected %y dtratified randoma sampling as
' , ! X ' LY . ‘ . : \1 5 . .

-11- . : : TN, I -
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described- above. What follows 1s based on the evaldg-J

« v

> ‘ tor's obseryations in visits to these schools. In visitt

1 ' _ , .
ing these schools threeﬂinstrum%pts were used.

D A_Iraining”§ession Observation Checklist (Appeniég
A) to determlne whether the tra1ning given actually
corresponded to the session t1tle and whether or not‘

"participants were involved.

/

2) A Classroom Observation Checkllst (Appendlx B) -

to d@termine how parent v°1unteers were used in class-

— ) R U

rooms. o
2 | 3) Interviews and Questionnalres (Appendices/% D,E)
based onabbrev1ated forms of prior instruments used
with principals, teachers and parents.'. (1ncipals

and teachers were interviewed informally. Parents

///—Q‘ , whose classes were obgserved were also interviewed.

() Training Session Observation Checklist
. j

To determine whether the training given actually |

"

corresponded to.the seesion title, the topic of the

’

session was listed with a descriptive comment about

-

‘the session. In the training sessions attended/by the/

evaluator,'speakers generally dih discuss information:}
\ , S o
pertinent to the topic. To determine whether or not

I

participants were involved sevqral questions were f

B

y - ¢ asked (a) the number of participants asking questicns,

(b) the number of participan#s answering questions, ,

-
'

SN .
Py () t%f number of-participants offering suggestions{
' ‘ | /
o
A , SR
- \ .\ -12= /ﬁ

ERIC e o e 0 T




(d) - the numbgf offering solutions to problems,

oL and (ef whether the workshop requifed participants to

construct SOme}form of instructional material.
Vel “y. . b2 ' ' ) '
o : In summarizing the redults gathered via the

Training Session Observation' Checklist, these were some

. 6f the major findings:
‘ ‘ = 4
Most of the training sessions seemed to focus
’ -~ - N ‘o

on ways for parents to solve existing problems in

students'.béhavior and on basic or readiness skills.

A total of 245 parents atéended the sessions.
’ . . 3 A

The aberage number of parents who attended, based on

IS »

one or more visits pet school was 20 and, the mean
number of staff attending was eight (paid aides

‘'were counted as staff in addition tb ﬁegulam school
P “ . Ny

personnel and group leaders). %

In most instances the information giveﬂ was new

to the parents according to thedir r$actionsr" The

N

sessions were interesting enough in most instances

. » to hold the attention. of the participanﬁs.

The mean number of parents who asked questions

during tke training sessions was two. Usually, the
. - v/
participants did not offer suggeseTghs or solutions
17

to problems.

O ‘ ) l h : a -—13— .




Ve ' .
(2) Classroom Observation Checklist

3

\
- ' \

¢ . ) . t
To dctermine how parent volunteers were used

in classrooms,; the evaluator visiteq the classrooms

;nd_uséd a Classroom Observation Checklist. One of

.the chief concerns here was,;whethe} or not parénts§ ,

were being “exploiced", that is, were they o=nly
4 relegated to performing menial tasks in the.c¢lassroom? -
. . - |

'~ As a guide for ascertaining this, checklist items
R ' ' ' ) N
focused on the kinds of tasks parents could be en-
N . ' / . I ‘
gaged iu: clerical work; cleaning up and arranging

materials; scheol activities outside the classroomﬁ

‘\ : handlin% discipline problems apart from_inégrucfion;

planning <dnstruction with the teacher;_instrhct;ng

o

. 1\ ‘ - - . i . .
B the whole class; instructing small groups; instrqcting

ipdividual children (tutoring).

N—
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What follows 1is F,summary;of the observations in the twelve schools:

» .

- 1)
No ‘parents were observed doing menial tasks, ’

4 ” «

Usually one parent workeq‘with a class.

Half the number of parents who volunteered worked
with students outsifgde the classroom.
. - oo t
Most parents worked with an average number of students
per group, . I T

- -

The subject -that parents most*often helped with was

., reading. _ L , Lo
‘ . W A s :
The medium mgst often used by parents who helped \ N
students was‘books. Co . e

\

\

An average of one child in five in. the class wasv{
asked to pay attention by parent volunteers.
\(

Accurding to the training plans.submitted\by the remaining
seventy-three schools, scheduling-of training sessions, workshops .

or visits was done. Most of the schools mentioned these four

objectives: s

Nt " . To build better communication between home,and, schoob
To make parents aware of early childhood development
\ To involve more parents' im our 8schools
: " To improve students' basic skilIs with parental help ’

Virtua}ly all of the 56 schools that reported indicated tha't
‘. '
! - they met their objectiv(:. One of the weak areas of the pro- fﬂ?
. : 4
coordinators, program staff and parents in rget schools . .

_ | ‘ i’
would have liked but fornthose parents who did particdipate '

gram was that &t did notXinvolve as many paﬁintS'as program

-

the involvement was reward%ng for ‘them and ‘the schools amd 5

indirectly for children aléo. M ' -

' Parents_observed in the classroom were usually involved o
\ - - N » .
* K v
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L ¥ , : . | . B
) _ *  in some subject related éctivity. - It was not possible to

"(’ estimate the average amount of time parents voluntgered per

\ o

: : ’ i . g
“ week for several reasons, the most_imp@rtant one being that

\ . 2

i TN \ ‘
some parents did not voluqﬁee; regularly. Attendance varig§

e

et

R \ e

frodrweek to week in four schools out of Eﬁelve.;}Also, thé

- number of parents who volunteéred time lendéd to dwiﬁdle“

steadily for these:schools. However, in the other-eight

* ‘
schools visited parents did attend.. : ’

. o ]
- ‘ I -\l

- .

The Monitoriﬁ& Report gave anothe} form of feedback to
determine how well the program components worked (training,

_ , ’ : - |
dissemination and the- DAC's) in' the.distridts. Also, 1t told

now the distgidt was affected (if it was éffeqtedl'by these

componehts. The Monitoring Repprt also\indicated.the impact

. of the program on pérent,inyolvemehtl Somgqu the ‘most common

findings reported were: that ﬁraiﬁinggin the districts. went

as planned according to the reports; that parents felt more

.

welcome in schools and that disseminatdon improved.
. . . 1

3 . ) 5




(3) 1Interviews and Questionnaires L ' " .

e !

, To determine the effect of training on parents, Inter-

’

viewd and Questionnéires (Appendices C,D,E) were used with

A -~
principals, teachers and parents. Two questions were
addressed ‘to 1é:pérents: to name the kinds of training
" i -
' sessions -attended this year and state®whether or not the’

LY

.sessions were valuable to them. The respdnsé to thé first
. ) s ' -

question fur}her emphasized a previously mentioned .finding,
'tha; the sessions sgemed“to focus on methods for parents

K ;;b solve problems in students' behavior ‘and: methods toward

improving basic or readiness skills, In reference to the

second questien, parents reported that trairfing sessions

were valuable to thém in working with children in class

»

and in working with children at home.

P !  Half of the teachers (six of twelve) reported that
pafents who workéd &ith them in class wefe-very helﬁful
and that parents had learned additiomal skills. "Some

teachers felt that parents who worked with them were help-

ful,but_were sporadic in' attendance. As a result the

LS

teachers responded that they were unable to determine
“ . . o v : . ' .
the impact of “training on parents at. that time. 1In two

. of “the scboéli'ﬁisite¢ teachers were not interviewed; in

oné school, the.evaluator was unable to-‘arrange a class-

‘room visit»despité efforts, to do so, in the other, the .
evaluator wds not able to makera visit, but the school

~ did not have classroom parent volunteers.

L

o2
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Principals were aLsﬁ asked ahout the,effects“ofitraining

on parents. Most of them (seven of twelve) respond®d that:
P”rvnlﬁ/ﬂere better informed and more competent as a result
vofvtraintng in the EarIy Childhood Network, Somelprincipalg
(three of tnelVe) reported that.parent&.attended training.
sessions but there was great difficulty getting parents % oo

to come as volunteers. Two principals however, said:: -

/ parents gave excellent help in their schools.

, N
I1I. PRE-SCHOOL SPEECH ANp HEARING COMPONENT

» .\’
This component of the program was the only one that

b ' provided direct services to children. It was established

-
. -

on"August 1, 1972 for pre-school éhildren (age three to
five) in the Rorm of special clinicaliservices at ‘‘the

Special Education Diagnostic and Evaluation Center at

3236 Powelton Avenue. The proéram was to include diagnosis -.
for a large.numbef of children ir addition to thirty ‘who '

" could be given diagnostic therapy dhringvthe year.
e ;

There were some chanées“in the. program this year.due.

to the opening of a new;Speech and Hearing Clinic at Spruance
) . _ . 0 T - -
« School funded through Title °VI ESEA., This second clinic was
. I - .

opened in response to’a need indicated'by‘a waiting®list for’

. . . . ’ }
) . - therapy. As a result of the‘efforts needed to open the sec-

.. ond clinic, 'some of the objectives were met-at a slower rat'e

than expected For example, a considerable amount of the
" S0 .
?rogram Manager'sctime was dccupied with establishing the

L

fftew clinic which did not allow time for dia&nosid.
R . . <0 , | " .
EMC - - “ " ¢ _18- “ . '\ . ,,,._'__.....' ) . . ..,




P +This meant: that the therapdst had #to do ail of the diagnostic
work. In addition, a relqtivefy larger portion ¢of the Program

Manager's time was spent reviewing referrals) visiting centers,
.

schools and groups to discuss the program, contacting-clinics

and hospitélgkand working Gith-parents;

~ The statements'of objectives, which follow,indicate the

2

nature of referrals, therapeutic strategy, and evaluation:
. . : ® K s > '
procedures practiced, aslwell as whether the objectives

5 . .- ¢
were attained.

- ’

R

1. " At the end of the child's enrol!%ent in the program, his
' . [ . ‘

parents or guardians were to continue the program of home
N A\l

stimulation. 1In order to'encoq;age this, meetingsi(every_
two months) of parents and guardiené were to be held by T
the Program Manager. - Her reports to the Supervisor oﬂ

Snee;h and Hearing served to verify fulfillment of this
objective. ,

This objective has.been modified because of the new

D demands placed on program personnel. A follow—up was done

v

by means, of parent workshops and meetings, conferences and

telephone Eanerences. Two workshops were planned between
* ~

February and June. .The Supervisqr of Speech and Hearing

-

also verifled that this objective was met On a visit to

.
¥

the Speech and He@ring Clinic by the‘

be done at home. The teacherq also reported :he ghild 8

-
k4

o L e




]
progress for that session.|
il
. . \
\

Before the seventh therapy\session, the therapist wrote
: L v

up for the records a predicted improvement expectancy

in the area of 'the child'schandicap.. The superyisor of
Spe«ch Correctiod verified that.each of‘theée'wasAboth

reachable and nontrivial.

At least 70% of the children enrolled in the program who

-

. ztended 20 therapy sessions met or exceeded the predicted

improvement expectancyﬁ ‘Examination of the records served

to verify fulfillment of'this and the preceding objective.

-t

'

‘The program began general dihénosis of three and four year

old, children referred to them bf Auéust)'1974 and a Teacher

*

of Speech Correctlon began specific diagnosis of each child
by September, 1974. Reports of diagnostic'sessions were

made to the Supervigor of Speech‘and Hearing on/a weekly

¢

basis. These reports and records kept ‘on diagnogeg children

‘ .

served to verify fulfillment of this objective and ‘the . follow-

ing objectives. . L R

Each child diagnosed wasﬁekaﬁined'for the following disorders: '
. . ) . » ‘ .

!

a) apraxia’ ) ) e) defective articulation

b) dyaarfhria £) peripheral hearing -impairment ’
c)f»aphasia : g) auditory agnosia -
delayed 1anguage ) . h) disturbances of audrtory per—
. ception

/ - -

v, d
o

Fifteen children were accepted in the program by October, 1974,
This was the Program Manager's responsibility. According to
the Program Manager, 36 children have been tested since
September, 1974. Each was.tested for the-disorders listed

in Objective 5, above. : .

. 94
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7. - At least "four of the enrolled children in‘each group of
15 were to have been referred to the program by the -
Parochial Echool System, i.e., to the Supervisor of '

Speech and Hearing by September, l974 and by December,

> 1974. (Thls 1nformation was to be collected by the Pro-
gram Manager) - If referrals were not forthcoming by ,”
( ' . these dates, these allocamions wouﬂd be ‘made available
S . : i

to the general public. : . ’
P In a recent interview with the Evaluato?, the Manager

reporled that.the Parochial.Schools‘were ge#ven this opgorJ

tunity, but no referrals ggre ‘forthcoming, so the informa-
1 . . !
4 [y ° . H . . w
tion was made available to the general public. However,
b . ’,»".
b -

some of the children were from faLilies ‘'where older children '

. ' _ go to parochial schools. " L .
- /( S . ) . » .
~ 8. lAt leﬁst one: of . the children whosé parents or guardians 8.

3 ¢ -
' : expect to enroll- them in public schools was to live within |Cﬂ=

"

the- boundaries ofcone of the eight . public school districts.

N
(This in£ormation_was to be collected by the Program Manager).
t . ’ - -

This requi;ement was regularly met. A

S - \ . ) '
- . 9. Each child accepted for therapy into the program began
therapy withln one month of ac¢eptance. Records kept by

the Program Manager served to ver}ﬁy/fulfillment of‘this'

(

objective. ' . s S,

To. The“average-child received 25 hours of therapy. The afore-

. LS : ’

mentioned records verified fulfillment of this objective
. { L

and the following objective.

JERJ(j - -, : ___-217 . .
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- o

Lt - Because of the oﬁehingkof a new clinic and because

the Program Manager had not been involved in diagnosis,

-

the therapist haditb pyovide therapy by herself. E ¢

a
s

11. The Program Manager and the Teacher of §pecial C&rregtion .

diagﬂoséd'enbugh children to have a new group of 15 reéady- "

el

-‘
‘to begin therapy by Marc¢ch, 1975.

12. One of the parents or guardians'of a given child discussed
the child's progress in his home stimulation pro%ram at

-~ . . P

. home and received suggestions for the program from the
. - i /

Program Manager or the Teacher of Speech Correctiom.

The Program Manager's reports to the Supervisor of Speech.y'

Correction served to verify fulfillment of this objective

" and the fi:llowing obfective. . -

13. The Program Manager provided in-service. observation for

indgviduals and groups of speech and hearing #herapists

3

M as arranged. - ' b i » o .

o

-

~

14, "The Program Manager spent approximately' two hours per day
| i | L R
coordinating the program: handling referrals, visiting

centers, schools and groups to discuss tue program, cbd?

-

V tacting ciinics and hospitals, wgrking with pafents, etec. .

i

,
i

) Rego}tsjto be made to the SpperVisor of Speech and Hearing
on a weekly basis 'served to verify fulfillment of this ob-

~Jective and the following objective. . N /

.

" Now, thgﬁRrogram Manager is able to devote almost all

of her time to these activities. - 1In expanding to the new -

. | . ’
. : .
.. . - . . L . 3 \ .
] . . ! oo R '
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R . s ' ' X ) .,‘\;‘.
. . . o
. B . . ..
p . i .
. . Q <

center the program has been rearranged so that there are’ .
. . L . ‘ .
now two full-time therapists. Thirty percent of the Pro-

s - * N - .
gram Manager's time was-spent- on this program and the re-

" ' . : C
. mainder was spent on programs funded by Other sources.

7% "The Program Manager supervised the Teacher of Speech

A Correction. oo . . b

Y

» As can-be seen from the above,.a}l the. objectives -

.
4

for this coﬁpgnent wefe]met, even though thexe were
- ’ probIems_for‘the'Spéech and Hearing Program Manager in

organizing a new clinic while cbﬁtipuing to administer
: ’ ~ N
- the existing one. s - . S S N
. i - - p v s

. Two on-site visité“We%e made td. the Speech "and -

, " s : & :
Hearing Clinic to interview staff and parents {(who were

) h N ¢
qequired to participate in each session) and to inspect

the apéropriat; records regarding attainment cf these

objectives (Appendik F). : -

v

Ny

2 1

‘ ' ‘ .
The‘Spif?h and Heériﬁg-?rogram Managet indipaged .
that all df‘the'objectivgé were now mat. (As indicated
in t%e'quérim.Repbrt, gll of the obﬂé;tives.wéré not N.. : oy
reached by that ‘time since the Proggém Mangger'waé in-
volvéd.in ;peﬁing,a new Spéech and;Hearing Clinic frém

\

@

. , g . .
o another funding source). >

’ * . . l - ! -
Two parents,whoge children attended the SpBECLLand R

_ - : : S N Y
Hearing Clinic were intervlewed by the ‘evaluator. Both /
. .

- te ° - c 9
r . . '
‘parents reporapJ'that the .sesslons were helpful to

<& 6 ) . . .
ren and that they worked at home with their children. Also..

-
thoelr entilyd

v

; .
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. . Lo . , .
d - both mothers said the téacher offered helpful solutions'
to problems ‘their children had had with the lesson..The

suggestion off@red by dne parenb and agreed with by

N 3 e norher, Qasﬂthat the, program should be better puﬁlicized

D so tuat worc children could receive therapy. S '

“ s
- E,

' . a2k RS ! .
o . { . ) . - > ) . . - (
_IV.”j.INTERVIEWS~WITH RESOURCE TEACHERS AND PROGRAM MANAGER ‘ ~

l B . . A | v . t.
oA, St /\ ’ ' ®

A ‘
A. Network .Rekource Teacher (NRT) Interviews e ] !

T e . . B - . ]
i . ' . / 3 !

i} . .a ' ' N
" :\\“ A The following are paraphrases of responses made by the

et " - -four NRT s to, interview questions asked in the¥first' . .
! ] . ] - N
. : . s .
Nor () » .

week of June, ,1975.

3 " . s
o
..

. ' / 1. What effect has training had on parents involved dn 1t9
B o

fe ) . >

.. " Parents learned additicnal skills’.and learhed y
. . . [}

t N - ‘ - '

about relatinnships with teathers. They also, learned «

"‘: . about.working with children at.homefin>addition to Y

' ) L}

enjoying a rapport with other parents. Generally

] . -

, / ..
parents and their khowledge of early childhood de-

velopment increased as a result,of'participating in

the Network. Paveiis attitudes towaxd-school,uteachers,

ﬁprincipals and’ educators changed .They hecame acquainte
‘ ‘with the district staff and other personnel they’might N
, o ‘not otherwise have known and now they understand the
. ‘ staff's fdnction better than they did.prexiOualy.-y

_Parents involved in CECEN became more comfortable in
Ay

~ .

o ) schools. One of the o in positive affects was that -—
r-. € . = " . ‘
R parents reported an improvement in their own’chiidren

. . 28
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L

’as,erorted by thé schools involved. CECEN parents v .

‘also lobbied ﬁnd protesgéd to maintain on-going

A} - ? | ‘ L

& P

- . Vo
—

~

. . o . * '.\
school programs such as Latin in elemementary T

2 —. .

.schools and to prevent the closing of some schools. ,
’ . ! . R

AYso, the NRT in one Dist;ic; helped develcp a pro-
posal for funging’i parent involvement and staff '
% el : L

deyelopmgnt program in npn—target\SChools using

;e

! . . ' . 4
some of the CECEZN target schools as a model. |
.\J . . o : o v

What effect has dissemination through the Network .
ﬁad.gﬁ the target schools iﬂsyourldistricts? - '

T e . ' Y N .

- . - -~ .
- - )

- . ard
£ The «ffiect varied according to how the DAT

/

members spread the word ‘since théi (the DAC members§

» . . - » N
were on the ex€cutive board of the Hopme an _School -
, % - ) 2 »
Council. .
- ‘ . . %
N P -,
Information dissemination (incIEQing ithat which

o

resulted from target school graihing programs) gave

parents %he confide:ice to offer themselves as vol-
& . . )

-

unteers 1in schools, As @ result of disseminatica

about thé program, the idea of asking parents to ' '

volunteer two hours for each hour of training was

2

sﬁread. Tpis'waévoftén helpful in maint;in@ng the
"¥olunteer spirit" in the schools. nisseminétioh

of information ;fforts gave the principal a chance -
to identify parents’ who wéuld be willing to work.,

At several schoels, piarents have become especially

interested in learning about and using educational

¥ N\ .
Ped .

N

e [ ~23- |
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. . . . .
\\. - - g
. . .
. . . . '
\ -

;lterQQtiyee. And“dqp all districts, leadersg evolved
as a result of-the prégram. . S ‘ N

@8 Y
v

3. What impact .has the Network had ona target Schools'ig 3

. . ) N . ~ S
your distridts? : T ) ' v*‘
. : b ‘ ‘L - v '

v - ™y . o

Some’ schools have:gained more parents as volunteers'

'{Fhis ygér. Some of those‘involyed in the program said -
. ’l ‘. ~ N - N -

. -

> v

the ‘relationship between parents'and principals improved.

For example,some of thé changes were that principals
-~ | . oy
. ‘ [ . : .
talked {0 parents with new-found respect and to parents
r D ) ' - . .
principals appeaiiﬁfﬂgre human./ One of the pther effects
of the'progfam waé_that”parents we;b no longer timid. .
‘ ' 4

Whereyer teachers and parents worked toégther and’

Yherever people aétiVely talked about the progrham there

was greater involvement. The %rogram gave parents ‘the

opportunity ko link up with district persdnnel and state

-

and federhl sources.

i i}
s o

Yo

4. How many schools ;ouldryoﬁ séy*woo&d continue the

program without funding next year? g

i - i !

*

~ B N

2 . The NRT's estimated that one-third to one-half

' Y .. . TN
of the public target schools would continde the progfam ~

=

-without funding next year.
S ) y o !
. Was the program successful? What were some of the

wn

/

good aspects gittﬁe program?. f o ,/

.

’
~

- ‘ / '
' i - /

The NRT's felt that the program wa% generally //‘_

) ‘ ) . /. vo

successful. For example, it reached.pa?ents even

. . f

- 780 S
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though [t did not reach aé many as it was kgpéd it would.

However, it was felt that the parents who came benefyked.
1 .

“

(

N I One of the problgms of the program was that each

N/ ' - .

b . ' S,

_NRT had, to monitor classes,, attend conferences and plan
‘ . - : ' . . .

workshops in two districts« Participation was therefore

’ doubf& difficult. 1In addition, an NRT sometiﬁe@_gave

more ‘attention to one‘dist&gt at the expense of another.
o N .

1

One of the NRT's felt that the'targgt'schools should
have been ch@ﬁged_mbre fqequéntly than they»hére.

The'program was sucéegsful i& heliping éarenés become
ﬁore confident in.éxpreésihg their “opinions. -They di%% )
cussed the}r own chilhren's shortcomings more readily since
the beg}nning of the program. And, at ‘the lé?sf, th€§\

P

were more aware of new programs. As a result of their

involvement in the program some parents pursued a higher
) ! - : S -
education or betfer jobs. They seemed not to be afraid

of these kinds of challenges more Tecently. Appcuer‘dne

.of the NRT's felt that although the program was success-—
ful parents did not raise an upfoar about the progrd&'s

demise since it didnff-provide-diréct sefvices”to children.
-As an NRT,‘gréater insight.was gained into a larger educa-
' ’
A - e ' ' \

-

tional process.

Below is a 1ist that oneﬂNRT felt summarized the

d N

legacy of CECEM. o

It established the need for a staff ‘pergson to faciljitate

31
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v ! \ .
(N L

r

in early childhood -

S

‘parent and School District efforts

~
N

. education. (No one was deéigwafed‘to‘fill that ' nead
5L - . : : S

. \upon'CEFEN's demise).
o / e

3

2. ‘ CECEN fostered leadership training and exposure that
. .‘ .  1s helpful tb(preeschobl teachers becomingr%paders and .

. AN : '
tetting better jobs. ‘ !

L3

3. : The network.fostered communiﬁy involvement and pfe;
Y school Qarent awdreness to help develop its program.

q ! - 4, . The program also supporﬁed‘more active Home and
. . . b

School organization pérticipation in one district;
! v \

‘in the other, -the SchooluDistrjst contrélled the ofganp

’ ~

ization. ) ) ) l . A
5. CECEN's efforts have partly contribufed toward the
incréased efforts of secondary schools in striving toward

greater program contdnuity for new students.
_ . .
)

" B. Program{Ménqger Interview - - ‘ » ' <

2

S
-

v
=

The following paraphrases responses made by the

3 Programgﬂaﬁager to interview questions asked duriﬁg

i ' ; : June 19]5,.

P . e , o .

1.  Was the program successful? - B,
, . . . .
. -~ " < . s

The program utilized disseminatiom plans and

training sessions to fulfill its. purpose. Trﬁining
sessions served two functions;- training and di&peminatiqn.
) . t

~
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. THe Distcrict Advisory Council served chiefly as a T .
dissemlnator of information about training sessions

and conferences . -The program distributed over 15,000

: - < : :
Booklets on early‘childhood education programs. , Of.

course, in 0ur dissemination efforts there were still /
. ‘ Qy

‘things that were 1eft undone. For 1nstance, some

people stil} ‘don't know the difference\between the

»

Pre-kindergarten Head Start and the, Get Set_Day Care
) & K N K
programs. Daring the course of the progrET, parents

~attended sessions at the Durham School and at the

Adviso{y Center for the Imprqvement of Education in
District 6 for training rather than having CECEN staff

doing the job as an additional means of dissemidating .

information. One of, the lessons learned about information

dissemination was that:books and‘periodicals'were not:

.
nearly as effective as person to person contact.

.

The training program worked well in some places and
poorly in.others. . However, one of the goeod results was
- :
that parents became more comfortable in schools. _Another.

.positive feature wae that teachers and principals could
now see parents as less of a threat. o .

. \ )
. -\
CE?EN co-sponsored ‘events such as district conferences

with the Home and School Asébciation. CECEN was able to
/ ‘ ’

blend in with all other kinds of programs.and suojectSu‘
For instance, tne program staff attended several'articula-
tion meetings between the Day Care and kindergarten program staffs...

t
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. .

Monitoring Reports (about tha tra*ning program)

improved and were a useful summary of the year s events.
- /

One_pf the more succeesfui parts of the training.component _

v EEE Y .
\ . - _
was the work in the schogls, some of which ran really
. . [
big programs with volunteers. Also,:School'Community
: P . . .
Coordinators. were very helpful in joining .efforts with

program staff, . - ‘ RN .4

What could have made the .program run better?

In some schools that had the CECEN program there
was no background for having.volunteers. Sometimbs

though in these same schools tite number cf volunteers

-increased. Hopefully, this.will'set a new trend in:

those*schools. However, in some cases parents were

exploited. The situation.could have improved 1if
n .

. parents were valued more, for their own abilities

v
> 4

"and -Lf more new parents were involved. Also, one of

the program's difficulties was that “the Network couldn't
. * [ 1 - .
tell schools’or parents what to do. : e

[

%7 _: . . h ’ ‘ ' -':‘
0 ¢

ne of the really fortunate things that happened

:

was that the first Prog&am Director had been a principal" ;

\P C
this experience in that area proved invaluable in getting

A -~

the program going in the 8chools.’ Another,rgood thing

‘about the program was having ‘the Pre= School Speech and

Hearing Clinic included ' Its Program Manager has been

F S P S

a good administrator and an excellent therapLst. It wasii;f

34
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s ow1ng parents helpful skills and alerting them to their

evaluation was well cobnducted because there was a resident

: A ' .-
a ‘small operation.that did a lot of good work. The other

therapists were good and the staff has done a fine job

children's needs. It,1s good that the program will con-

tinue under Title VI funding.
h . . | -"_‘ --. ., .'. ) \
A third good thing about the program was that’ the

A . . —

_evaluator. As a newvw Research Intern the eviluator was'not

) .
4

as skilléd in thn job perhaps as someone with more educa-

> . v

tional and vocational experience, bu* sue was friendly
and communicated-well_with parents-and“school staffh

- .‘ . .a . ’ J
What's thé legacy of the program?'

Contact with various offices has already been mentioned

bit these were some additiondl groups. Kindergarten Super-

v

visors, The Offﬁce:of ﬁolunii:r Services, Home and School

.

‘Council and.over"B,OQO parent' involved each year,for a -

‘total of at least 6,000 over the. course of the‘program.

| P
: ‘ ’ PR .
As a result more parents were involyed-in schools be-

o

cause of CECEN. . VAl ;

< o ' — apam— . . L]

Also, the operation of CECEN has allowed Kindergarten

supervisors and collaboratprs to expand thei(jsctivities.

And, alth0ugh CECEN'has ended ther%,were‘specific programs

in specific schools to be continued such as diagnostic

programs, parent visitation (by parents) programs, h

- .

]istening and learning centers which were set up by
parents and kindergavten extension/childcare‘vdlunteer/

/
»

. , VI ) . [
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program.,

R )
S

programs. In addition, gsome of the advisory councils will

continue to operate. Also to be noted: there were'q?iens
v . .
of parents who received jdbs through the Network. These

were just some of the major things that resulted from the
/ - +

-

s
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V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSTONS

L . ' « . !
.‘ ’ »~

The  Comprehensive Early Childhood Education Network (CECEN) ,

a Title II1 (E.S.E.A.) program provided information on existing
I :

apprbéchesﬁto_earl? childhood education in Philadelphia and op-'

portunities for development of alternative.approaches to staff

-

and'Barental participation in early-childhodd'educatipn, em-

phasizing greaQér paréntal involvement. The pr&grém operated

A

'in- decentralized form in eight public districts and the parochial
. a : :

schools (which received 25% of the funds). _ﬂEach héd a District
s Y-

Advisory CUuncil (DAC) composed of at/ieast 75% parents and com-

A}

munity, plus principal and teacher representatlves. Specidl

Education (which receiwved 207% of the funds) had a pnofessional
' ;

and a ‘parent representative’on each DAC. The DAC and the Dis-

v N . .
] .

tricE.Superintendent were responsible for? g

(1) distzdct-level-dissemination ' )

. . : . I _
- (2) district bdsed training for parents {on .whom at least .
: 40% of the district s allotted funds had-to be spent) _ .-

-

and professionals in selectfdh"targqt schools”
g

(3) 1locally designed monitorin evaluate the distrigt

program

s

A Network KResource Teacher (NRT) worked in the'diétrict*to_
carry out its pregrams. A city-&ide committee was responsible:

for overseeing the entire progranm.
- . N
. ‘ i

* Thig final evaluation report on CECEN focusedoén four

principal areas identified, in terms of the major findings
: ; . . i

assogiated with each, as follows: | -

!

\

I. General Enatling Objectives: Thé evaluation centered -

-33-




- . .
. . .
.« : ‘
. >
N - .
" R X

" on verifying whether or not the various planning documents -
. ’.. oL . - -

1 L -
//Vere submitted, ‘and that the scheduled committee meetjings™
and other eﬁehts’oceprred. All of these objectives were met.

o L . 7
I1. Specific objectives by component: : ) _ )

A. Dissemination

The program met most of the objectives specified
for the dfssemination component by the dlstricts.

- ’ ‘ The eight public school districtswand the parochial

N b schools (conSidered a 9th district) had éelected.;

specific activities to be.peffotmed in.this area’,

with the followirg results: .

- ” (a) All five districts which had planned to

publish newsletters accomplished this.

(b) Conferences at the districc level occurred

, as plapned in the parochia}_schools and the
. % c . '
- ® - . ’
: -s8ix publiec schoolvdistricts:which indicated
) ) j . e hd B -
this in their dissemination plan.

(¢) News articles weﬁe submitted Sy threée dis-
? B : S
o tricts, but five had indicated ‘this as part - |

\ - of their'pian in this area. E- . n

(d) All three districts which had indicated they (i
. X o R

intended to keep the Home and School Assotia

Ho

tion informed about thevprpgram'did s0.

-3 .
o .

88




Y
. . L o \ v
Training Plans submitted by seventy-three of the
,\0 . \.\ P - i
80 program schools contained schedules for training \

7/

‘'sessions, workshops, and visits to schools for ob-

servation of early childhood programs in action. Most -

of the schools-mentioned these four objectiwés'for their

1)

‘Y
plang:

- e I~ .
To build better communications between home angd
. school. ) .
[ LN
To make parents aware of early childhood de&elop—
ment. ! o .

| ’ .

To involve more parents ‘in schools.
. At . )

To improve studqnts' basic skille wiphlgarenﬁgl

hglp;_fg . U ) _ _ ¢ -

EEN
\
i

Vrrtually all of the 56 schools thatPWprrféd:on

'thheif:éccpmplishments in this area indicated 'they met

Y
4

their objectives. One of the weak areas of the program

¢

continued to be, however, that it ‘was not able to involve

Vs

" more parents Qith'more\gonsistency in the training.® But . -,
“for those parents who did participate the iavolvement was

reported as reﬁarding for them and the schools..

,
-Evaluation of the training cdmponent was done in
. * : ¢
this manner: . .

Twelve sc¢hools were selected by Etratified random .,

_sampling (one per publie district; four parochial, at

-

least two special educdtion) for concentration; a
\"‘ : ‘

: 1 . : ' .
training session observation checklist, and a classroom

»

observation checklist were used, as well as.questionnaires. '~

35) - . . -‘
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T For the zemaining ichool@ there was an examinatioﬂ

<
2
L)

of reports'sent“in by the schaols regarding attainmenf

v

of objectives, as noted above.

Some of the majbr-findings basedlon_observations of
training sessions in the twelve schools weée (1) that f

‘total'of'245 parents attend the sessions throughout the

-

program, (2) that most of the training 'sessions, seened

to focus updn methods for improving students' behavior
N q N : ™
or on basic or readiness skills, (3) that infgrmation

.provided by the training was new ‘to parents, and (4)
- ! ‘ Ca L
that sessions were interesting-.enough in most ip&tances o

to hold the attention of participants. _ -
’ ‘ L : . I .'>
\ - 4

\

-

As a part of training,parenfs were expected to

volunteer fime in the‘hlassroom. However, inlthev.(ﬁ
twelve schools, only half the,nﬁmbéf‘of{parepts'who

were asked to volunteer”actﬁally Vor%éd‘witﬁf§gudeq§§.
. Still, when parents quuntéeredlcensisteﬁtiy ﬁghi .

~

took-.place -in eight 6f.thé';yelve schools):;

S

4staff appeared to ﬁelc@me their help.’

. .t : : L :
- . - S Sl h L SUN
Monitoring Reports submitted by the DAC”s offered =~ -
another form of feedback to determine how wéll the pro- -
gram's,objectivéslwere accémplfshea in the dreas of

training. dissemination and the operation of the DAC's.
'Some of the most comm&hlylreporfed fizdinga'wqré:. ¢ : 5?

. ] i } !
~training in the district went as planned, parents felt
. more welcome in schoo}s, and ‘dissemination impfﬁﬁidn

‘
1,

- * 40 o . \ ,‘J : ".:"'
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1v.

The Speech and Hearing Component: . v

‘The Manager of the Speech and Hearing Program in-
5
dicated that all of the objectives (each focusing on

some aspect of clinical testing and consultation) were
- S SR

met. It was reported by parents that‘the therapy provided
in the program was helpful to their children and that the

‘additional instyuction they received for working with their

children at home was effective also.

Interviews with Network Resource T-:chers and_the Program

‘1 >

Manager: - (/

The resource teaéhers and the manager concurred that
CECEN, while nc> bYeing able to establish the ideal level
of parent involvement it intended, had been successful
overall and would continue to have‘an influence‘beyond

the existence of the program.

gpnclusion,

CECFEN, in terms of its general and component ob-

,jectiveé,‘generally operated according to plan. Due to
increased levels of parental and staff experience, not
only the DAC's but CECEN staff as well were abie to

A
transact operations more effectively than ever. The

program’is expected to. continue to have an impact even

without funding

=37= "y
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Traininr, Scssion Cbservation-Check-List

B

) topic of session attended

}) Number of parents attending

-
AR ;
. v ' ! B
) Number of staff attendin% _ ' ' - “\
\ 5 i K .
.} The preseniation was . ay essentially a repetition of earlier
- presentations’ in this area
b) __ ___ a source of new infprmation in .
. this area ) .
3y The presentation seemad a) __ to hold the interest of : B
b) : not to hold the interegt of
} participants
' - > 4 1
i . . o , \
' d ' . ~,0 .
6) Number of participants asking questjions ‘
. ‘ ] _
7) Number of participants ansvering questions v
‘ ‘ N \ ~y -
8) Number of participants ) 3 offering suggestions
, | 25/——‘ .
o~ b offering solutions to problems
—~L .
o, . oo R .1 ’ = r\b
9) Did the workshop require participants to construct some form of instructional \

.
’

material?

d ~

L0) AdditiAnal Comments: o -

43
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Classroom Observation Check-List (1 hour per, class) £ ' iﬁ

Which tasks were parents observed doing in the classroom?

Time Spent

Clericai Work

Cleaning up 'end arranging materials
/ .
School activities outside the classroom

Handling discipline problems apart from
instruction

. l '
Subject Media #Childvgn #Children | #Children
Matter on Tas told to -pay] told to
» o \ Attention keep quiet
Planning instruction
with the teacher
"Instructing the whole
class (# students )J/ .
Instructing snall : ' . <o E
groups (# students__ ) 4
Instructing individual L o-
children (tutoring) : )

Other

Comments




A

arent Interview Questions 2

what kinds of training ‘sessions which were sponsored by the Network Program
have you attended this year? | vl o

2. Have the training ‘seséions Been valuable to ydu? (If so, how? If not, why

not?) ) .

45




ATALVIITAL LllLCLvVvaicw,

Y

a

a.

What effect has training through the Network had on parents‘in your school?

Have parents learned additional skills? (If so, what?)

ki

Have barénts'develOPed greater sélf—confidence in working with
you and in working with the students? 0

~

Have parenta gained better skills in working with children in the

classroom? (If so, what’) .
. o .

Have parents' interésts changed? (If so, how?) (Do they.ask
questions, seek out information; perform tasks differently?)

Has training clarified parents' ideas of what education should do
for children? (If so, how?)

Do parents do things on “their own initiative in your classroom?

If so, please give examples. -

Bave parents changed thp kinds’ of things they do with their own

children at home?
’ ’ N . 1

Have there been any negative effects of the training program. *

Do you have anything else to say?

¢
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‘rincipal Interview

o e

. Whaéteffect'has training had on the pdrents involved in 1it?

a) Have the parents learned additional skills? (If so, what?)
> |

b) Have parents developed greater self- onfidence in worktng with
teachers and with working with the students?

c) Hive parents gained better skills in working with children in
~ the classroom? (If so, what?) '

2
P

d) Ve parents interests changed? (If so, how?)_ (Do they ask N
3 . quéstions, seek out information, perform tasks differently?)
~ S :

7

e) Has tfaining clarified parents' ideas of what education should
do for the children? (If so, how?) o .

y s s . "H. . ) -

f) ‘Do parents initiate activities in the classroomg#in your schooll?
- 1f so, please give examples._ '

c

g8) Have parents changed- in the kinds of things they do with’ their own
children at home?

~ ~
- . .

h} Have there Seen any negative effects on the school? -
. \
\
i

| . R
- .
t

Is there anything else/ you would like to say?

47
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Questionnaire for Parents of 'Speech and Hearing Students

1. Have the sessions been helpful Fo your child?
./' Yes . Wo

— . : L

I

2. Do you,wagk at home with your child?

Yes o Ko’

3. Does the teacher offer helpful .solations to problems your
child might have with the lesson? T '
. Yes - " Mo

1 ——————————— \ S —————

1
.

4. Do you have any suégentiohs for the program? -

' Additional comments: . ) o
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